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Please see attached 



THE INFORMATION CONTAINED TN AND TRANSMITTED WITH THIS FACSIMILE MESSAGE IS 
INTENDED ONLY FOR THE PERSONAL AND CONFIDENTIAL USE OF THE RHCIPIENT(S) IDENTIFILD 
ABOVE. THE INFORMATION MAY INCLUDE ATTORNEY-CLIENT COMMUNICATIONS, AND IF SO, 
MAY BH PRiVJLHGHD AS WELL AS CONKIDHNTIAL. IF YOU, THE HEADER OF THIS MESSAGE, ARE 
NOT THE INTENDED RECIPIENT OR AN AGENT RESPONSIBLE FOR DELIVERY TO THE INTENDED 
RECIPIENT, YOU ARE HEREBY NOTIFIED THAT YOU HAVE RECEIVED THIS INFORMATION IN 
ERROR AND THAT ANY REVIEW, DISSEMINATION, DESTRUCTION OR COPYING THEREOF IS 
STRICTLY PKOHiBITHIX IF YOU HAVE KHChlVHD THIS INFORMATION IN ERROR, PLEASE NOTIFY 
US IMMEDIATELY BY TELEPHONE AT (512) 347-9030 AND WE WILL ARR.\NGE FOR RETURN OF THE 
ORIGINAL MESSAGE. THANK YOU. 
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In the United States Patent and Trademark QPFicii 

Applicant(s): James John Casto et al. 

Title: INTEGRATED CIRCUIT PACKAGE INCORPORATING 

PROGRAMMABLE ELEMENTS 



Application No.: 09/484,31 1 
Examiner: E. Lee 

Atty. Docket No. : 1001 -0087 



Filed: 

Group Art Unit: 



Januar>' 18, 2000 
2815 
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Box AF 

COMMlSSlONiiR FOR PATENTS 
Washington, DC 20231 
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OCT 0 3 2002 



RESPONSE TO FINAL OFFICE ACTION 



c 



TECHNOLOGY CENTER 2800 

This paper is responsive to a Final Office action dated July 3, 2002, having a shortened 
statutory period for response set to expire October 3, 2002. 

AMENDMENT 
In the Claims 

Please cancel claim 13 and amend claim 12 to read as follows. 

12. (Twice Amended) A package for mounting at least one integrated circuit die, the 
package comprising at least one one-time programmable element having a first and a second end 
separated by a programmable link, wherein the first end of the one-time programmable element 
is coupled to a power supply voltage node in the package and wherein the package further 
comprises another programmable element serially coupled between the second end of tlie 
programmable element and an external package connection. 
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REQUEST TO WITHDRAW FINALITYQF THE OFFICE ACTION 

DATED 07/03/02 

Applicants hereby request that the finality of the Office Action dated 07/03/02 be 
withdrawn. MPEP §706.07(a), states that a final rejection will not be made if "it includes a 
rejection, on newly cited art, other than information submitted in an information disclosure 
statement , , . , of a claim not amended by applicant or patent owner in spite of the fact that other 
claims may have been amended to require newly cited art." 

As the Office Action admits, there arc new grounds of rejection. As one of many 
examples, new grounds of rejection utilizing newly cited art were utilized iu rejecting claim 25 
(Macpherson in view of Barth). Sec also claim 2 (originally presented as claim 14 and put in 
independent form); claim 13 (originally presented as claim 14 and put in independent form); 
claim 12 (put in independent form); and claim 17 (originally presented as claim 26 and put in 
independent form). Claim 25 was originally presented and put in independent form in the 
response to the first Office Action. As stated in MPEP § 706.07(a) "[aj second or any 
subsequent action on the merits in any application . . . should not be made final if it includes a 
rejection, on prior art not of record, of any claim amended to include limitations which should 
reasonably have been expected to be claimed." MacPherson was clearly prior art not of record, 
was utilized in rejecting claim 25 and claim 25 was an originally presented claim. Accordingly, 
applicants respectfully submit that the finality of the rejection was improper and respectfully 
request that the finality be withdrawn. 
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